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Statement of Issue

Should CALFED ~:~~,~g A!lY 4~s¢lqs~.].~t~
~fi~ted w~ t~ C~ED Pro    ::~!~ common p~ alte~e~

~~:~t.(g~o_~ me~~ to assure fill disclosure of potential actiom and impacts,
cert~cation, and legal sufficient?

...... :^ : ......." ’-" "-’-"" "~"-’-- "-- ’ ...........*" "~--~:-- t~c main draft PEIS/R
~ anevaluati~th~ were environmental impacts on the existing environment

related to agricultural land and water supplies cval’-,atcd and :included. However, the
current draft document repeatedly states that these impacts are significant and
unavoidable.

It is the position of CDFA that significant impacts to elements of the existing
environment related to agriculture have not been fully identified in the PEIS/R. The
document lacks an appropriate description of the elements of the existing environment
related to agriculture. There is not a full discussion of potential measures to avoid, reduce
and/or mitigate impacts of CALFED actions on the existing environment. There is not a
sufficient analysis of range of alternatives for the Common Programs. If these issues are
not addressed in the final PEIS/R, the document could be vulnerable to a legal challenge,
seriously jeopardizing further CALFED progress. It is the objective of CDFA to assure
that to the extent possible, a "bullet proof" PEIS/R is prepared.

The CALFED Program includes six Common Programs, four of which were
identified early in phase I. CALFED envisioned that these Common Programs would not
vary appreciably among the storage and conveyance alternatives. Also, each Common
Program would be fully implemented under an adaptive management strategy that would
modify program implementation based on increased scientific understanding, and results
of actions implemented, as documented by a comprehensive monitoring and research
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program. It is the current CALFED position that a range of actions is embodied in each
of the Common Programs as implemented through adaptive management. The impacts
described in the draft EIS/EIR are maximum impacts, and should be reduced through the
adaptive management approach. Furthermore, there is a question as to whether
conversion of agricultural resources to wildlife habitat requires mitigation under CEQA.
Some state that habitat is a less intensive land use and thus mitigation is not necessary.
Thus, it is the current CALFED position that the current draft PEISiR should be adequate
under CEQA.

If the PEIS/R is to be able to fully inform the public and decision makers, be
certifiable, and be able to withstand any legal challenge, then the document must provide:
an adequate description of the existing environment; an adequate range of alternatives for
the Common Programs; full disclosure of impacts; and appropriate mitigation measures.
The issue before CALFED is whether or not the PEIS/R will meet these requirements
given the current approach and level of effort. While this issue paper focuses on
agricultural resources impacts, the issue is relevant to other elements of the affected
environment.

Others state that many of the same land, water, and vegetation management
practices that are used to maintain habitat are of the same or even greater intensity than
those used for agriculture. In any event, conversion from agriculture to habitat is still a
change in the existing enviroument under CEQA.

.re.it " ed’ bur_~_cpnc~ ~g~g the tential decisionto
~~ely ~o~ theI,~!FAS/~RI~. ,:fully:~diselo~ ~paets. on agriculture; anaI~

.[~.. U_ffi_.ci_e.~t.~_m’eavailabl_e.. t_.o_m~ake: extensive modifications to the DEIS/EIR]
woutd and s.b  .Ond the ......

~¯~S_~e~:~:~likely¯ tobe~me~another issue that preeludes~’suee~gsl~.
r~t6~it~ofth~BavaDelta ¯~d in~asi~i~’the t~rof’de ¯of those imt~aets abo-ce’tlui!
~bv CEOA:~Uld exacerbate the issue: ~The issueof including a much

betie~t ~e issue of c~es ~ i~tural land uses :__~1! ~0me as bigan
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Consideration, however, al! reasq..~, b[e.and practicle mitiga~n~measu~s mus~
al. so_~ ,b~ "~m~. p!em ~ented,-.~e.2~nt;~..d.~ not

R~-wisiting the de~ision, to. ~c]~de,i~n_d pro_ ~m’mn~ Si.~a.t.~wo.~ ~ _b¢~:i~plemented
at the same level of intensity regardless of the Stora~¢~andConwvance
Alternative Chosenas the.~ffered alternative could dismantle the suunort thatthe

~~t~"co~~ a~d’ .~.~.~~~ifeageiicies :~’s.:a ’ roach isnot ~

Maintain the current approach; presume that the current level of
alternatives analysis, disclosure of impacts, and discussion of
mitigation is adequate.

¯ Ensures the CALFED Program stays on track to meet its deadline for releaseing
the revised Draft EIS/EIR.

¯ Avoids derailing the CALFED effort by adding another highly political issue.

¯ Avoids the need to do a significant impact analysis that is currently not found in
the programmatic EISiEIR and could not be completed in time to keep the
program on schedule for release of a filml document.

¯ Risks alienating the agricultural stakeholders.

¯ Draft EIS/EIR may be legally deficient as currently drafted.

Provide additional documentation in the D~ PEIS/R including a
full description of the existing environment, a range of alternatives for
the Common Programs, full disclosure of impacts, and appropriate
mitigation measures for impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to
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a level of insignificance for the Program as it is currently proposed.
These mitigation measures would be implemented either, prior to
program implementation, or in stages, linked to implementation of
program elements under the adaptive management approach.

~ from ~¢~ Stakeholders.~ ~ost~ s~
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~    Could foster ~.m~_e. ’ 13~.rt ~om ~�ultural stakeIiOlders

~    ~ ~eS ~ey~culfuml. Stalteholders to more effi~i~fl_y~~e mitigati~
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